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Response to Amendment 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

1. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 13-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 

directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

As per claim 13, the claim is directed to a computer program embodied in a computer 
readable medium however, page 21 of the specification states that the computer 
readable may take in the form of transmission-type media such as radio frequency and 
light wave transmissions. These are forms of energy such as signals; therefore the 
claim is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

The rejection make to above independent claim (13), carries over and equally applies to 
their respective dependent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 
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3. Claims 1, 3-7, 9-13, and 15-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Kartoz, U. S. Patent No. 7024547. 

Regarding claim 1 , Kartoz discloses a method in a data processing system for 
identifying device configurations (see e.g. col. 2 lines 7-33; discovering and initializing 
device within a computer system during the booting), the method comprising: identifying 
unique identification information for a set of devices in the data processing system to 
form identified unique identification information (see e.g. col. 4 lines 17-43; memory 
devices has an associated reference identification data which is unique to each 
particular device); comparing the identified unique identification information with 
previously identified unique identification information (see e.g. col. 3 line 66-col. 4 line 
16 and col. 4 lines. 56-64; when the computer is booted it does a device discovery step 
which checks to ascertain or determine whether or not the configuration of the memory 
devices have changed using the reference identification data acquired during the 
previous boot); moving configuration data to a memory for devices in the set of devices 
in which a match exists between the identified unique identification information and the 
previously identified unique identification information for devices (see e.g. col. 4 Iine64- 
col. 5 line 4; if the if the reference identification data of the device match, the system 
uses the reference initialization data to initialize the device); and obtaining configuration 
information from a device in which configuration information is absent in the memory 
after configuration data has been moved to the memory for the devices to form a current 
set of configuration data for the set of devices (see e.g. col. 4 lines 17-32 and col. 5 
lines 5-9; when it is determined that the configuration has changed, a device discovery 
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and initialization procedure is performed to obtain the reference data uniquely 
associated with that particular device). 

Regarding claim 3, Kartoz discloses wherein the unique identification information is a 
unique device identifier (see e.g. col. 4 lines 37-38). 

Regarding claim 4, Kartoz discloses wherein the current configuration data for the set of 
devices is stored in a set of files (see e.g. col. 5 lines 50-61). 

Regarding claim 5, Kartoz discloses wherein the unique identification information is 
identified by reading the unique identification information from the set of devices (see 
e.g. col. 6 lines 4-9). 

Regarding claim 6, Kartoz discloses wherein the previously identified unique 
identification information is stored in table associated with the configuration data for the 
set of devices (see e.g. fig. 9a and col. 4 lines 44-55). 

Claim 7 list all the same elements of claims 1 , but in system form rather than method 
form. Therefore, the supporting rationale of the rejection to claim 1 applies equally as 
well to claim 7. 
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Claims 9-12 list the same limitations as claims 3-6. Therefore, the supporting rationale 
of the rejection to those claims equally applies here. 

Claim 13 list all the same elements of claims 1, but in computer program product form 
rather than method form. Therefore, the supporting rationale of the rejection to claim 1 
applies equally as well to claim 13. 

Claims 15-18 list the same limitations as claims 3-6. Therefore, the supporting rationale 
of the rejection to those claims equally applies here. 

Claim 19 is substantially the same as claim 1 and is thus rejected for reasons similar to 
those in rejecting claim 1 . Furthermore Kartoz discloses a bus system (see e.g. col. 3 
lines 29-33), communication unit (see e.g. col. 2 line 26-29) a memory (see e.g. col. 6 
line 50) and a processing unit (see e.g. col. 6 line 49). 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 2, 8, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kartoz in view of Zintel, U. S. Patent No. 6779004. 
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Regarding claims 2, 8 and 14, Kartoz discloses the invention substantially as claimed. 
Kartoz does not explicitly disclose storing unique device identifiers in a random access 
memory (RAM). However, Zintel discloses system for auto-configuring of peripherals 
that stores unique device identifier in random access memory (see e.g. col. 44 lines 2-7 
and col. 45 lines 49-54). At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to store the reference unique identification of a device 
found in Kartoz using Random Access Memory (RAM). Motivation for doing so would 
have been obvious for the fact that RAM give computer the ability to find and go directly 
to the particular storage location without having to search sequentially from the 
beginning location. Especially it is useful in the initial program load in operating systems 
as it expedites the finding of configuration files of the connected devices. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 2,6,8,12, 14,18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kartoz in view of Zintel and Further in view of Krejsa, U. S. 
Application No. 2004/0107329 A1. 

Although combination of Kartoz-Zintel disclose the invention substantially as claimed, 
they do not explicitly disclose indexing of memory table and diving the memory into a 
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different regions. Krejsa teaches a system for partitioning memory into different regions 
and having index field corresponding to pluralities of entries in the initialization table 
(see e.g. paragraphs [0004], [0020], [0022] [0024] and [0032]). At the time of the 
invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skills in the art to combine 
the teachings of Kartoz-Zintel with that of Krejsa. Motivation for doing so would have 
been to easily distinguish and organize the configuration data stored in the memory by 
the regions associated and their index number. 



Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments filed 22 May 2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

9. In substance Applicant argues, 

A) The 101 rejection applied to claims 13 is incorrect as the claim is directed to a 
statutory subject matter. 

B) Kartoz does not teach moving configuration data to a memory to Match a 

device. 

In response to Applicant's arguments A), Once again the Applicant's attention is 
directed to page 21 lines 10-16 on the instant application. In this section, Applicant 
gives example of computer readable media in various forms of energy. Particularly 
Applicant includes transmission-type media, radio frequency and light wave 
transmissions. These are obviously various type of energy (natural phenomena) as the 
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current practice of the Office, claims directed to light waves and such as are non- 
statutory subject matter. As far as the MPEP is concern, nowhere in the MPEP does it 
say that transmission-type media is statutory subject matter. Secondly, most of the 
quoted sections are talking about data structure where as the instant claim 13 is not. 
Lastly, the only one point about electrical signals being a physical states by the 
Arrhythmia court is directed to method steps that transform physical, electrical signals 
from one form into another. No transformation is recited in the instant claim 1 3 nor does 
it directed to a method that includes steps for enabling any sort of transformation. Thus, 
the 101 rejection applied in the previous action is maintained and Applicant's argument 
regarding this point is found not persuasive. 

In response to Applicant's argument B) Applicant is reminded that claims are given their 
broadest reasonable interpretation in light of the specification. The prior art does teach 
the functionally of the recited limitation in claim 1. The claim language states 'moving 
configuration data to a memory'. Examiner is interpreting this phrase to mean, storing 
configuration data. And since Kartoz definitely teaches storing configuration data for 
memory devices during the determination process (see e.g. Fig. 3 col. 4 line 56-col. 5 
line 52), this limitation is taught by Kartoz as currently claimed. As far as matching 
configuration to a device is concern, Kartoz does teach initialization procedure for 
multiple memory devices and comparing the configuration data for each device thus 
enabling matching configuration data to a particular device (see e.g. col. 2 lines 34-39, 
lines 63-67 and col. 4 lines 60-64). Therefore, Kartoz does teach matching configuration 
data with particular device as currently claimed. 
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Applicant employs broad language, which includes the use of word, and phrases, 
which have broad meanings in the art. In addition, Applicant has not argued any 
narrower interpretation of the claim language, nor amended the claims significantly 
enough to construe a narrower meaning to the limitations. As the claims breadth allows 
multiple interpretations and meanings, which are broader than Applicant's disclosure, 
the Examiner is forced to interpret the claim limitations as broadly and as reasonably 
possible, in determining patentability of the disclosed invention. Although the claims are 
interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into 
the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir.1993). 

It is the Examiner's position that Applicant has not yet submitted claims drawn to 
limitations, which define the operation and apparatus of Applicant's disclosed invention 
in manner, which distinguishes over the prior art. As it is Applicant's right to continue to 
claim as broadly as possible their invention. It is also the Examiner's right to continue to 
interpret the claim language as broadly as possible thus it is advised that, in order to 
further expedite the prosecution of the application in response to this action, Applicant 
should amend the base claims to describe in more narrow detail the true distinguishing 
features of Applicant's claim invention. 

Failure for Applicant to significantly narrow definition/scope of the claims and 
supply arguments commensurate in scope with the claims implies the Applicant intends 
broad interpretation be given to the claims. The Examiner has interpreted the claims 
with scope parallel to the Applicant in the response, and reiterates the need for the 
Applicant to more clearly and distinctly defines the claimed invention. 
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Conclusion 

1 0. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Please refer to form PTO-892 (Notice of Reference Cited) for a 
list of relevant prior art. 

1 1 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mohamed Ibrahim whose telephone number is 571-270- 
1 132. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 7:30AM 
to 5:00PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William C. Vaughn, Jr. can be reached on 571-272-3922. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




